Prologue
The subject of this article is the question of improved quality in the Dutch theater, roughly in the period 1860-1914. In essence it will statistically test the dominant historiographical narrative, which treats the era from 1875-1914 as a period of recovery of the stage after a decline which set in after about 1815 and which claims a related charge in social class base. Using the immense theater archives of the city of Rotterdam, we will try to find an answer to the question: what, actually, can be maintained of the success story told by Dutch theater historians from about 1875 to the present day? To answer this question, the ticket sales data, plus data about the repertoire and the performers will be used to perform time series analyses. We used comparable methods in an earlier article, to statistically test (and reject) the hypothesis of a decline of the theater in the first half of the nineteenth century. 2 Though our research is involved with one city in a country not particularly known, in the nineteenth century, for its important theater culture, we think that our approach has relevance, not only by way of the roughly comparable discussions about the state of the theater in Europe at that time, but also with respect to method. The social contours of theater can be much more precisely probed, at a crucial juncture in social-cultural history.
General Information on Dutch Theater in the 19th Century
the second phase, which saw the eclipse of Schimmel and the rise of Ibsen and German social drama, propagandized by men like Rössing himself. 19 In the third and final phase French drama was at last overruled by German drama, while home-grown plays were in the ascendancy-at least, according to Rössing. The tendency of this 'new Dutch drama' on the whole was naturalistic, but an influence of symbolism was sometimes noticeable. Also there were performances of Shakespeare in 'literary' versions and even of Greek tragedies.
The restoration view has largely been taken over by theater historians in the twentieth century, many of whom were directly connected with the critical circles mentioned. 20 Hunningher echoes Haverkorn in his conviction that the "gutter lost ground to quality street" because of the actions of the bankers of taste and civilization. 21 Although he still sees too many efforts to please the rabble, he is firm in his conviction that only melodrama drew audiences from the lower classes, 22 while the civilized (on the expensive seats) preferred 'classical' tragedy, drawing-room plays, and drama.
In 1975, De Leeuwe, who focused on Rotterdam, the city which is the object of analysis in this paper, sketched the context of Le Gras' ascendency as a pre-naturalistic director in Rotterdam in the last three decennia of the nineteenth century as an aspect of recovery. For him, the stage crisis, dating from 1840 onwards, had a socially determinated character. Repertoire and acting style became dominated by the sphere of interest of the lower middle classes, since the upper classes were no longer interested in Dutch-spoken drama. So, the troupes had to please the remaining lower middle-class audience. Le Gras' activities, De Leeuwe continues, came in the wake of the attempts of intellectual bourgeois to regain the stage for their class. 23 Here, too, the notion is, that more first-rank spectators entered the theater (the idea of a 'return to quality'), and that this new elite audience had a preference for home-grown plays and for such foreign drama as was 'modern-realistic' ('naturalistic drama' in the stricter sense included). 
The Rotterdam Theater
The municipal archive of Rotterdam stores the archives of the Rotterdam Theater Company, owner of the second Grand Theater at the Coolsingel (1853-1887), and of several of the drama and opera troupes, which acted as its principal lessees . 24 After 1887 these stage companies had the new Grand Theater in the Aert van Nesstraat for their house. Together these archives contain the accounts of the ticket sales per rank per day, and of incoming coupons per rank per day. For the Dutchspeaking companies the series covers the years 1853-1916, except 1881-1885, and for the Rotterdam German Opera (1860-1891) it covers the seasons 1860-1869 and 1872-1879. Exact numbers of season tickets for Dutch-spoken drama per rank are missing for some seasons, but from 1860 onwards the number of season tickets dwindled to a mere handful, because of the introduction of coupons, and in 1875 season tickets were abolished until 1892. The missing numbers of season tickets have been ignored in the period 1860-1875 and from 1892-1916 there are enough data again to estimate the number of season tickets for those seasons where listings are lacking. 25 Opera, however, had to be left out of consideration altogether, due to a gap of three years in the ticket sales accounts (1869-1872), and because of missing data for season tickets in the 1870s. From 1878 till 1891, the dissolution of the Rotterdam German opera, there are no accounts at all. Our analysis, therefore, only takes into account Dutchspoken drama by the principal troupes. We only take a look at opera to shed light upon the ticket sales for drama. His company was taken over by two of its actors, Jan Albregt and Daan van Ollefen. During their management the Dutch Stage League was founded. In Rotterdam Albregt & Van Ollefen were continuously attacked in the liberal press, but outside the city their troupe was considered the best stage company in the Netherlands. It was on this basis that agents of the Dutch Stage League persuaded them in 1874 to combine playing the Rotterdam theater with the prestigious City Theater of Amsterdam. In fact Amsterdam took over the company, which, in view of the violent rivalry already traditional between the two cities, caused a Gorgonic howl at the river Meuse.
The result was that the troupe split. Some of the actors, led by the Haspel brothers, the comic actor Van Zuijlen, and Le Gras, by then already recognized as the country's best director, set up their own company in the New Theater, [End Page 619] where they found support of the citizens (600 of them formed a guarantee fund). After two years of stage war, in which political contests mixed up with esthetic conflicts, Albregt & Van Ollefen definitively went over to Amsterdam and Le Gras C.S. took over the Grand Theater Coolsingel (1876-1877). Le Gras C.S. were forced as well as willing to follow the Stage League's artistic demands. As in all Dutch cities where the League's departments sponsored the stage companies, they also discouraged the staging of melodrama. As a result Le Gras' financial position was undermined. In 1881 he joined the Amsterdam-centered Society The Dutch Stage, as its Rotterdam department. This association was no success. It was dissolved at the end of the 1884-85 season. Under the management of Le Gras and J. Haspels, the old company resumed its independence.
The activities of the Dutch Stage League, together with too costly demands, made by the city, to renovate the old theater at the Coolsingel, led to a third effort to build a new theater from private means. Plans were made in 1881, but it is characteristic of the changing tides of private enterprise in theater business, that it took about six years to raise a sum of money considered sufficient to start the building process. Despite the shortage of money, the board of the new stock company decided on a rather magnificent plan. The Grand Theater in the Aert van Nesstraat opened September 1887. The high cost of building and the resultant mortgage led to a high rent for Opera and Drama. These, in turn, had to raise the seat prices. As a result, the Rotterdam Opera, for which the theater was chiefly meant, went bankrupt in 1891. Its fall caused the bankruptcy of the new theater. A new society for the exploitation was founded, which lasted till 1976. 26 In 1900 the aging troupe of Le Gras, which was literally dying out, went bankrupt, too. It was restructured as the Rotterdam Stage Company by the younger generation of actors, under the management of van Eijsden, husband to the leading lady Mary Van Eijsden Vink. After the outbreak of the war in 1914, Van Eijsden faced bankruptcy and fused in 1915 with Eduard Verkade, an innovating director but a bad manager. This fusion lasted one year, the last season for which we have data.
Seat prices were rather inflexible in Rotterdam from the eighteenth century till the 1850s. The general tendency after 1860 for Dutch-spoken drama was to increase the prices of first rank seats and lower those for pit and galleries. In the [End Page 620] Grand Theater Coolsingel, prices of gallery seats dropped about 60 per cent, those of first rank seats rose about 15 per cent. The most important rank, the pit, also benefitted from the drop of prices, particularly during the management of Albregt & Van Ollefen. Price policy was mainly inspired by the competition between Rotterdam's two theaters, and, after 1876, by the rise in production costs. Table 1 gives prices at the box office. Season tickets were a bargain, relatively speaking, and coupons, which were introduced in the 1862-63 season, were often slightly cheaper than box office tickets. As the administration of coupons was done by price, and not by rank, we had to take the ticket sales of same-priced ranks together.
From 1853 till the end in 1887, the seating capacity in the Grand Theater Coolsingel also changed. Alterations in seating capacity between 1860 and 1881 are given in Table 2 . In 1860, the founders of the opera wanted to have stalls in the theater, and expanded them at the expense of the pit. From 1875 onwards [End Page 621] [Begin Page 623] even more banks from the pit were redefined, and formed a parquet, at prices equal to the boxes. Seating capacity in the pit was maintained more or less, by arranging for 60 loose spare chairs, in case of a full house. Overall, there was a mild tendency to prefer a good view on the stage. The elite came to prefer stalls over the U-shaped ring of boxes.
The Grand Theater Aert van Nesstraat was technically very imperfect. Acoustics failed in the rings, so that the management repeatedly had to change prices for seats and the division of ranks (see Table 3 ). This resulted in a very fragmented system of ranks, even more sub-divided on Sundays. Because of the fragmentation of ranks, and also because same-priced coupons for different ranks were booked together, we formed six container ranks (see table 5 ). Due to the destruction of the theater in 1940, we only have ticket sales data till 1916 for the principal drama companies.
A word now on theater ranks and social class. As we made clear, Dutch theater historiography interpreted developments in the 19th c. stage rather often in terms of social stratification, equating social class with the price of a seat (hence, with theater rank), and linking both to theatrical authors and genres. Social stratification is implicitly regarded as being dependent on wealth and status (the 'rich and mighty'). It is common usage in theater history to speak of 'higher' and 'lower' ranks, when it actually concerns the price of a place and hence, the quality of the view. In fact 'lower ranks' are normally in the upper parts of a theater, the upper galleries, and the 'highest' ranks are formed by the stalls and dress circle (balcony, baignoires). The common use of the terms silently fuses together social class difference and spatial position.
As stated above, traditional theater historians hardly ever used 'hard data' such as ticket sales accounts or subscription lists to support their views. Now that we are about to statistically test the conjecture that there is a link between social class and repertoire in the period 1860-1916 we must stress both the benefits and limits of our analysis, with respect to insight into the social composition of the audience per rank.
The time series analyses we offer here are based on the ticket sales per rank (weekly rank occupation rates). Hence, we are not using data which of themselves illuminate social class. We are analyzing aggregated behavior of anonymous consumers of theater, subdivided into the price classes of the theatrical ranks. Traditional historiography assumes that theater rank and social class match, putting e.g. the 'civilized elite' in the stalls and boxes and unskilled labor force in the galleries. Using time series analyses, we ask whether the supposed relations between preferences for a certain repertoire, shown by persons buying a ticket for a certain rank, which traditional theater history assumes to have existed, are valid. This is something short of empirically proving that social class differences indeed match theater ranks, but far better than conjecturing rank-based preferences for a certain repertoire, in which rank is silently identified with social class, as theater historians have commonly done. For Rotterdam, there is ample opportunity to research the precise social background of theater goers who bought coupons or season tickets. The analysis of these data is of a different, complementary nature to the one offered here. It is a prosopographical analysis, [End Page 623] comparable to a (not anonymous) survey. This time-consuming project we have not yet finished.
Yet these time series analyses have direct connections with at least cultural differentiation, likely corresponding with the more 'objective' characteristics of social class (presumably wealth, occupation, and status). If different theatrical preferences are found on the basis of price/view differentiations implied by theatrical rank, they must at least allow hypotheses of being 'caused' by difference in social class.
Such an explanation meshes with 19th c. views. The idea that there was a strong relation between social class and theater rank was a salient one in the consciousness of the 19th c. mentality and practice. We only have to refer to seating in church and school. A common contemporary opinion was that theater rank, social class and 'civilization', or 'education' went hand in hand. This comes to the fore in reviewers' remarks. Even Heijermans strongly insisted on this link. He asked the attention of the "more civilized and educated" audience, "in whose hands the management of the Dutch Theater has been laid" (meaning, the Stage League); 27 he thought a well-established position within the elite a precondition for a successful academic study. 28 In the request of Le Gras C.S. to lease the Royal Theater in The Hague, they state that their performances in The Hague had been successful, "as appears from the generous entrance of the first ranks, ergo, the more civilized and educated parts of the audience." 29 Such examples can be multiplied. We find remarks supporting the link between rank and class also in letters from (potential) theater goers to the editors of the newspapers. In 1867 a middle class man complained in the Nieuwe Rotterdamsche Courant that the prices of seats in the pit for the opera were too expensive-he could not be expected to sit in the gallery! Shortly after the opening of the Grand Theater, Aert van Nesstraat, gallery spectators complained in the same journal that they had to enter the theater from the back-side, "as if a theater normally did not do enough to make class differences visible." 30 Also memoirs and letters of theater goers suggest a strong sensitivity for class and theater rank. The Amsterdam university librarian Mendes da Costa remembered: "I had no money [to see Lilla von Bulyowski as Marguérite Gautier] for the evening before I saw her Mary Stuart; no possibility to come to a guilder for a seat in the pit. At last I braced myself to sit in the gallery for 50 cents; and I did not regret it, although I had to endure the bantering of my fellow students for it; one of them, a true gallant from the bend in the Herengracht had seen me and ignored me in a very dignified way from the lower position where he sat [the pit]." 31 A difference in status could be expressed with reference to theater rank. The young ship-owner Daniel Theodore Ruijs reproached his father for undue haughtiness towards his old and trusted companion, after having arranged a good match for his son. He behaved, he wrote to another of his brothers: "I am Ruijs, (...) and take balcony seats in the theater; thou art a peasant, whose place is in the pit." 32 This is a clear example of how a sense of heightened status is expressed in terms of one's place in the theater.
So far as we can deduce now, our prosopographical data support the relation between theater rank and status, albeit with qualifications. We calculated that all season ticket holders in the years 1773-1843 belonged to the decent middle class and above, French opera subscribers being more wealthy than season ticket [End Page 624] holders for Dutch-spoken drama. This concerns spectators in the pit and boxes. 33 Also first-rank season ticket holders participated in more cultural and social clubs, and held more political and social functions than those on other ranks. 34 Hence, we hypothesize on the basis of the prosopographical data so far as we have them now, that there is indeed a social differentiation between the audiences on the diverse ranks, though we hope to prove it more fully in due course. [End Page 625] The qualification is, that we found extremely little evidence for members of the working class visiting the grand theater. Even in the pit (fourth rank) and the upper side boxes (fifth rank), the occupations of the spectators are 'bourgeois' (small retailers, civil servants, nurses and teachers, etc.). 35 As Mendes da Costa suggests, the galleries may have contained not so much workers, but students and comparable liminal groups, lacking a status/income position which would however come to them in due time.
The 'bourgeois' nature of the audience of the grand theater has probably much to do with the structure of income in the city, which in itself structured the market for theatrical goods. Theater entrepreneurs in Holland generally faced problems of a shortage of demand, due to both the relative smallness of the cities and the unequal division of income. Dutch cities were notorious for pauperism. This situation must have affected the extent of the market for cultural goods, including the theater. For sake of space we will not here elaborate this issue. 36 The key point is that social differentiations were narrower than generalizations about elites and mobs usually suggest, but they did delineate class and age distinctions within the middle and upper classes.
Hypothesizing the Return of the Better Sort of People in the Theater
The tendency in the dominant narrative is one of change. Change in the composition of troupes, in acting style, in repertoire, in mise-en-scene and directing plays; change, also, in audience taste. This latter development is assumed on the basis of narrative documents, based on the view of individual contemporaries. Such authors often have their own agendas in stating their opinions. Dutch theater history writing has from the start been very selective in the choice of sources, and relied primarily on the Stage League and the Society The Dutch Stage view of things. It ignored critical counterpoints. Heijermans e.g., sympathetic to the Stage League's program but critical of Amsterdam influence, doubted elite enthusiasm for the theater. On the contrary, he argued in his Zondagsblad, that the failure of the elite to support civilized drama unavoidably invited the management to supply melodrama. His voice is hardly heard in the dominant historical narrative. As late as 1916 his successor, Johan de Meester, who belonged to the school of new esthetics (the 'men of the eighties') even denied the troupe of Le Gras its 'recovery-status'. For him the Haspels brothers exemplified a blockade to recovery, which to his view only came with Verkade. A typical Stage League critic like Haverkorn van Rijsewijk would have been perplexed at such heresy. For him the Haspels brothers exemplified the aristocracy of acting. 37 Such a state of affairs asks for a critical test, that is a test between two outspoken, different conjectures: did the 'elite' flock into the theater to support the newer forms of drama, or did they not; did or didn't the lower ranks shun the newer drama, and take interest merely in spectacle?
The First Analysis: Gradual Change of Quality?
A central claim of the recovery hypothesis is a gradual change from low to higher quality. One way to statistically examine this aspect of gradual change is using long-memory time series. We were able to work out such an analysis [End Page 626] on the weekly ticket sales, concerning the boxes, pit, galleries, and the house as a whole, in the Coolsingel Theater, for the period 1860-1881. 38 The data series for this period fulfilled the preconditions for such an analysis, although it remains to be seen whether the outcome was significant.
The reason for analyzing the hypothesis of gradual change using such time series observations is motivated by the following. If the gradual change hypothesis is valid, it would imply a gradually higher quality of plays and performance, while at the same time different audiences were being attracted to the theater. In other words, innovations in programming, that is, a different repertoire with improved quality plays and players, would have established long-run effects on the mean and variance of theater going. For example, plays that were once popular, were dismissed due to a lack of interest, while new and higher quality plays were introduced which turned out to be successful. Translated into the language of time series analysis, one would say that innovations had a long-run, though not necessarily permanent, effect on the weekly ticket sales data. 39 A useful time series model to describe such a long-run effect is called a long-memory time series model. We will estimate the relevant parameters in such a model, and we examine whether there is a long-run effect of innovations. If there is, we take this as an indication that the gradual change hypothesis should not be rejected.
The main idea is to put forward theoretical and empirical considerations, which imply that the ticket sales data display certain time series properties. These properties concern what is called long memory. This concept does not have much to do with the notion that individuals might have short or long memory regarding the quality of theater performance, it merely says that exogenous shocks to the cultural economic process of interest have long-lasting, though not permanent effect. As this could also have been established by structural breaks, caused by exogenous deterministic shifts in management or permanent changes in prices, we include in our time series model the relevant variables in order to correct for their potential impact.
As such, and as with almost any time series model, our model framework is what is called a reduced-form model. In contrast, a structural-form model would have contained various equations including price-setting behavior, quality decisions of management, variables which measure economic trends, and perhaps others. This would lead to a multiple-equations model, which requires the joint estimation of parameters. We have chosen to consider a reduced-form model for at least two reasons. The first is that we simply lack enough data and outside information in order to reliably specify such a multiple-equations model. The second reason is that we believe that price-setting and quality decisions are most likely to be based on past ticket sales, and hence there is not much information lost if we consider only the ticket sales equation. Additionally, if the multiple-equations model would allow for long-memory properties, which by the way is a far from trivial econometric model at present, then the implied univariate models would also be long-memory. Therefore, it seems to us that not much is to be gained by looking at such a complicated model, if the sole purpose is to see if there is time series evidence for a gradual change in the cultural economic process of interest. We deal with some details of the time series model we use to empirically validate the hypothesis of gradual change in appendix 1. We [End Page 627] aim there to avoid technicalities, and we refer to the relevant literature when appropriate.
As indicated above, we selected additional variables in order to correct the effect of long memory. Upon examining the seasonal average rank occupation rates (see Graph 1), we noticed that Dutch-spoken drama slowly but surely drew more first rank spectators. In fact, in 1886-87 the first rank's occupation rate for the first time since 1773, when Rotterdam got a theater, matched that of the pit. Le Gras initially drew more first rank spectators to drama, than there were in the opera (see Graph 2) . Also, prices changed more often and to a larger extent in the period 1860-1881 than in the 85 years before. Gallery audiences for drama hardly responded to lowering of prices, but pit audiences did. Le Gras C.S. succeeded in chasing their pit audience out of the theater within three seasons.
Thus, we can identify three causes of gradual change to have been involved at least hypothetically in average rank occupation rates in Dutch-spoken drama over the years 1860-1881. The first is the succession of managements in this period (De Vries, 1860-1867; Albregt & Van Ollefen, 1867-1876; Le Gras C.S., 1876-1881). The second is the development of prices, which almost concurs with the changes in management, but still is worth considering as an independent factor. The third is a change of taste. Historiography suggests a gradual change due to the growing influence of the 'recovery movement', led by such organizations as the Dutch Stage League and the Society The Dutch Stage. This involved the shifts in repertoire, acting style, and mise-en-scene. This change largely corroborates the changing managements, De Vries being farthest away from 'reform', Le Gras being in the midst of it. Repertoire indeed changed, as did the acting style. If old-style actors were often cried down for shouting and sawing the air, the new-style ones were notorious for whispering and dignified controlled movement.
Closer inspection of the Rotterdam production data reveals that there were, as regards drama, other changes in the period. The repertoire system (every night another play; every star excelling in all genres) gradually gave way to a system of longer runs of plays, every play cast with actors most fitting the roles, interspersed by a re-staging of old plays-as it were, a mixed repertoire system. This started with De Vries. The first runs of plays were those of the home-grown Emma Berthold (Cremer), and The Man with the Waxen Figures (Xavier de Montepin, both 1865-66) and Klaasje Zevenster, and adaptation of Van Lennep's novel (1866-67). All ran for more than ten performances in a row. Also it appears that the proportions of audiences per rank for opera and drama changed, but due to the gaps in the series of opera data, we could not statistically analyze their relation here.
With respect to the aspect of gradual change in audience behavior in the period 1860-1880, we also must ask, whether this change affected all ranks. The prediction on the basis of theater historiography should be that is was primarily a matter for stalls and balcony and the gallery. When we analyze this gradual change, we should examine if it is robust against shifts in management and in prices. We put forward a time series model with exogenous variables, which can be useful for the quantitative analysis of the gradual change hypothesis. Details of the model are given in appendix 1. [End Page 628]
Gradual Change Confirmed for the Period 1860-1880
The final estimation results of our long-memory time series analysis are summarized in Table 4 . Price is important for all ranks but for gallery. This result hardly comes as a surprise as the gallery price remained relatively stable, whereas that of the pit (which most influences the result of the house) shows the largest fluctuations.
If we follow our empirical strategy, it appears that for two series (pit and house) we can collect the management dummies into a single intercept term. Notice that these dummies and intercept should be interpreted against the seasonal terms that are also included. The managements are a relevant factor in theater going, but for neither pit nor house can the three managements mentioned significantly be distinguished from each other. The three management dummies have a strong and distinguishable impact on rank 1, rank 2, and gallery. Hence, the different acting troupes and their style/repertoire are of importance in theater going. It is interesting, though, that the effect of management change on the first rank is relatively large (large differences between dummies) as compared with the other ranks. This seems in line with the narrative of recovery, which put De Vries furthest from elite taste, and Le Gras as closest.
For reasons of space, we will not elaborate the results for the seasonal variables, because the interpretation of the parameters is not so relevant for the present purpose and the impact is relatively small. There is a long-term dynamic seasonal effect for all five series. Short-run dynamics do not appear relevant for rank 1, rank 2 and pit. The overall significance of long-term dynamics indicates a non-negligible effect of audience loyalty.
The most interesting result, however, is that the long-memory parameter d [End Page 629] is significantly different from 0 for four of the five series (at the 1 per cent significance level), and this parameter is approximately equal to 0.2 for these series. Only for the gallery data do we find no evidence of long memory. In sum, we find supportive evidence for our gradual change hypothesis for rank 1, rank 2, pit, and the house. The gallery did not partake in this change. Hence, any evidence for gradual changes for this rank is caused by changes in management.
This means that changes in theatrical production indeed had long-term effects in the two decades 1860-1881. This is important, for the recovery movement is situated in the middle of these decades. However, there is no evidence for a continuation of such gradual change of quality after 1881. It cannot be concluded that it simply faded away, for after 1887 we deal with a different data set. The rank system in the Aert van Nesstraat Theater cannot be compared to that in the Coolsingel Theater and therefore, the correlations between the rank occupation rates are different. The data set 1887-1916 did not fulfill the preconditions for a long-memory analysis. Hence, although the absence of long-term effects after 1887 cannot directly be related to the process of gradual change, found in the decades 1860-1881, it is still true that theater production in the period 1887-1916 no longer had long-run effects on the mean and variance of theater going. There is no direct answer to the question of why this was so.
Testing the Dominant Narrative With Respect to Repertoire
The aspect of gradual change (of quality) in 1860-1881 shows that there were things going on in the theater, that had a long-term effect on theater going in these two decennia. But a long-memory analysis as performed above is silent on the question of whether the 'higher' and 'lower' ranks divided with respect to the repertoire. We noticed that the galleries were actually untouched by the gradual changes, but responded to the different managements. The validation of the gradual change hypothesis for the years 1860-1881, thus, is not yet a general validation of the historiographical narrative of the recovery of the stage. This narrative is emphatically specific about which particular plays and authors drew the first rank audience back to the theater and which drew the galleries. To test this aspect, more analysis is needed, since it was, of course, impossible to add dummy variables for authors and plays into the model used above.
We therefore also performed time series analyses for the periods 1860-1887 (Coolsingel) and 1887-1916 (Aert van Nesstraat), comparable to those used to test the conjecture of stage decline in the first half of the nineteenth century, in which we used dummy variables for repertoire categories and managements, and seasonal variables. 40 This time series measures the impact of the managements and the repertoire on the average rank occupation rates, corrected for the impact of seasonal influence and the effects of audience loyalty. Different from our time series analysis of the period 1802-1853, we could now use average rank occupation rates per week, instead of per month. Doing so, however, we had to leave the years 1853-1860 out of consideration, since on a weekly basis there were too many gaps in the series for that period. After 1860 the supply of plays became much more dense. In appendix 2, we will first discuss the model, using We selected the dummy variables on the basis of production figures and the Rotterdam reviews. By way of the reviews we roughly categorized the repertoire variables into a class of 'civilizing' drama (drama of the 'recovery', drama for the first ranks), or 'drama for the rabble' (melodrama, spectacles, plays for the fair, box office plays). There is a small group of neutral variables, to wit, variables that contain both sorts of drama (e.g. 'German comedy'). This categorization was not always easy, because the critics sometimes did not offer value judgements with respect to the 'recovery process' (though they mostly did). We should expect that the 'civilized' repertoire filled the first ranks and caused empty chairs on the lower ranks, whereas the 'rabble plays' worked a reverse effect. For contemporary critics a reconquista of the stage by the civilized bourgeoisie was at stake. Still, there are reasons to expect different results in some cases, although traditional Dutch theater historiography is silent on that point. Unduly 'modern' plays, e.g. might put too many 'esthetic' demands on a chic audience from the merchant classes. One may also wonder whether the average harbor baron would have exposed his wife and daughters to all of the socially engaged plays, which Rössing classified as part of the arsenal of the reconquista from about 1890, and in which the emancipation of women and labor force, the claims of sexual liberation, the right to divorce, or egalitarianism were common themes. It is noteworthy that after about 1870 first nights were relatively poorly attended at the first ranks, whose audience preferred first to read the reviews (which always discussed the 'morality' of the play). Individual authors might for different reasons score unanticipated results. Stage reviews praise e.g. the verse tragedies of Wiselius and Schimmel. This, however, had a largely ideological reason, founded in conservative views of state and culture. It might well be, that the Rotterdam liberal merchant elite was less charmed by such reactionary ideas. Multatuli, too, could well score differently from the general expectation implied in the hypothesis of recovery. In his case, the city elite (presumably the first rank audience) would weigh unfavorably his political radicalism and his professed atheism against his good relations with the stage management in Rotterdam and his well acknowledged literary qualities. A 'popular' playwright such as Rosier Faassen, on the contrary, might well score better on the first ranks, because he was also a highly respected actor, and because the leading lady, Catharina Beersmans, often starred in his plays.
Empirical results
From Table 5 it appears that the most salient result of the analysis is the insignificance of most of the 'product variables' in theater going. This counts for all ranks, but we must stress that the 'better' ranks in both theaters (Coolsingel and Aert van Nesstraat) hardly supported the repertoire of recovery. Even truly Rotterdam authors of civilized drama, like Henri Dekking, Willem Schürmann, Albert van Waasdijk and Josine Simons-Mees did not draw an extra number of first rank spectators, and the same holds for authors of Stage League award winning plays (Roodhuijzen, Mulder). The lower ranks, for their part, did not [End Page 631] respond as expected to the 'uncultivated' dramas related to the taste of the rabble occupying these ranks. A second general aspect of the behavior of the cultivated classes with respect to the repertoire is their relatively tolerant attitude towards 'rabble plays'. Targets of offence in the eyes of the critics, like-in the period 1860-1887-Peijpers, the old dramas of Von Kotzebue and Iffland, even the monstrous works of Ziegler and Zschokke ( Abällino ), did not score the expected negative effects on the higher ranks, nor the expected positive effects on the gallery-Zschokke excepted. In the period 1887-1916 the farce, which became at that time a stock genre in the repertoire, did not particularly draw a lower rank audience, nor did the new Northand South European drama repulse these ranks.
As might be expected, there is some support for the recovery hypothesis. The intuition of contemporary critics did not fail completely, but suffered from a narrow view. French melodrama is the category which fulfils best the preconditions of the hypothesis of recovery. This form of drama, to be sure, had been the main offender for critics since its birth as the child of Revolution and Rabble. The first ranks shunned it during the whole period (1860-1916), whereas the lower ranks went for it. However, the gallery was not indiscriminately attracted towards it. In the period 1860-1887 the gallery does not opt for romantic-historical melodrama, of which Anicet Bourgeois was a specific representative. The opposition between the first ranks and the gallery with respect to melodrama categories on the whole is more outspoken than in the period 1802-1853, when a positive response from the galleries was negligible. 41 In the period 1860-1887, German comedy with songs (yet not just operetta) also fulfils the criteria. It is interesting to notice, however, the difference in response to German song-drama on the gallery and French song-drama on the pit. French plays of this kind were considered to be primarily erotic, whereas German plays were considered to be supported by absurd situations. It is tempting to deduce that the lower middle class in the gallery more fully internalized the ideology of prudery.
The effect of French melodrama disappears after 1887, but it must be said that old-style melodrama itself practically died. We now find this opposition effect for the historical drama (akin to old-style melodrama). Raeder ( Robert and Betram) also fulfils the condition. The first rank audience had no respect for Faassen as an author. His drama fulfils the norm of the recovery hypothesis. Although the new Scandinavian drama (1887-1916) drew good audiences to the first ranks, the lower ranks did not respond negatively. Shakespeare appealed foremost to lower middle class taste, which is in line with the results found for the Tivoli theater, 1890-1895. 42 High tragedy provided the most contradictory outcome of the analysis. Tragedy, considered both by contemporary critics and modern historians to cater to elite taste, found increasingly more spectators as the seat price lowered. Particularly Schiller ( Mary Stuart) and Shakespeare ( Othello) were responsible for that effect. Vondel's Gijsbrecht partakes in this success. This result for tragedy continues the tendency found before 1853. 43 The common consent about an elite audience for tragedies may be called the most systematic error in Dutch theater historiography. Noticeable, but anecdotic, is the contrary effect of some individual plays, such as Meijer Forster's Old Heidelberg, which also drew lower rank audiences, or [End Page 632] [Begin Page 636] Marguérite Gautier, which also appealed to the first ranks, although it was often given as popular performance with reduced prices (Monday, once a month).
For sake of space we refer to Table 5 . Part of this repertoire was often given as a Sunday play, or as a special popular performance. The interpretation of these findings must include that most of the cheaper ranks in the Aert van Nesstraat normally had a notoriously low occupation rate. The managers succeeded in drawing audiences to these ranks with this kind of (French) drama. These ranks were either very empty or very full-which shows itself in a standard deviation, which, on the fifth rank, equals the mean on 'normal' days (Tuesday, Friday). It is highly likely that the impact is calendarbound, Sunday simply being the only day in which the lower (middle) classes could or wanted to go out. From the start (in 1858), Sundays drew less first and second rank spectators for any play or opera. Perhaps 'popular taste' was merely the product of theatrical management and not of an innate urge from these spectators, since they just had to eat what the cook put on the table. Even then, the managers were experienced enough to know which plays drew a good house on Sunday, and in the end, stimulated Sunday theater going by reducing prices. With respect to the recovery movement, it is important to notice that the Stage League in 1876 forbade Le Gras to give further performances of Dennery's Two Orphans and other plays of that kind (for otherwise they would not pay his lease). In 1908 the shareholders of Van Eijsden's troupe, many of them linked to the Stage League, urged this manager to stage Two Orphans again, search for other plays of the same kind, in order to provide dividends, and somewhat later, to prevent bankruptcy. The bankers' taste proved negotiable after all. As we see in the results of the analysis for the house as a whole, this type of drama and the maligned historical drama was the repertoire which had most impact in the Grand Theater Aert van Nesstraat. The explanatory force of the models is good. 44 Also with respect to the succeeding managements, the evidence supporting the recovery hypothesis is meager (see Table 5 ). In the Theater Coolsingel the impact of management, and hence the troupe (actors, style, etc.) was very considerable and more important than that of the individual repertoire categories discussed above, except for the gallery. All three managements score strong positive effects on the first rank, Albregt & Van Ollefen being comparable with the results of Le Gras I. Le Gras II (1885-1887) scores less strikingly but still very well. For a clear confirmation of the recovery hypothesis, though, far less support for Albregt & Van Ollefen should have been expected. The elite theater-goers apparently supported the troupes with a relatively undifferentiated taste as regards the repertoire. They ignored the differences critics like Heijermans constructed between the management of Albregt & Van Ollefen and that of Le Gras, which, in view of the different repertoires of these two troupes, does not support the recovery thesis. Also in the Tivoli theater, advertised as the temple of good (naturalistic) taste par excellence, the first rank audience had the least differentiated taste with respect to repertoire and was only attracted by the first comedian, Van Zuijlen. 45 Albregt & Van Ollefen also score well on the boxes and pit, but with different rates of decrease Le Gras I and Le Gras II lose impact. [End Page 637] This can, particularly in the case of the pit, be interpreted as a defeat of the recovery movement.
In the Theater Aert van Nesstraat, Van Eijsden scores well on rank 3, 5, and 6. The positive score on rank 3 shows the impact of Sundays, when this rank in particular was reduced in price. The positive effect of rank 5 and 6 harmonize with such an interpretation. These two ranks only drew audiences when box office plays were given. It is, therefore, understandable why Van Eijsden often had a bad press in elite journals, which is echoed in theater history. The first rank (like the pit, the fourth rank) scored neutral, but the second rank was not pleased with his repertoire. The results suggest that the movement of recovery came to a stop under his management. The effect of the innovative and 'arty' Eduard Verkade (1915) (1916) , however, shows itself only in a negative effect on the gallery and the third rank, which were very sensitive to Sunday play-going. Thus, in spite of De Meester's high opinion of him, there is no positive support for Verkade's performances from the supposed theater elite. Rumor held that this audience flocked to Royaards' fashionable English drawing-room comedies. 46 This result is against the idea of recovery. The effect of the managements after 1887 is considerably less than in the period 1860-1887. 47 Again, we will not here fully discuss the outcome of loyalty and seasonality, since they are less relevant and less important for the hypothesis of recovery of the theater by the first ranks, who preferred 'civil' drama. 48 The calendar was of little influence, as compared to the period 1802-1853 when it was large (see . December is of importance: the first half because it drew very few spectators (on all ranks), the second half because it drew remarkably many. Cheaper ranks responded positively to September (continuation of the fair play); expensive ranks to the season's end (benefits). Loyalty, very important in the period 1802-1853, gives a ragged pattern for all ranks although in the Coolsingel theater the short term is of more importance than the long term, which figures more strongly in the Aert van Nesstraat. In 1860-1887 seasonal factors counted most for the gallery. From these most salient results we must conclude that the reconquista of the stage by the upper classes, which desired new, refined drama, was, in terms of repertoire categories, largely a fiction, created by a segment of the critics and other writing members of the Stage League-a fiction later taken over by the historians of the theater. Even if the bankers of taste and civilization succeeded in drawing more spectators to the most expensive ranks, this was entirely insufficient to make a real impact, and, what was worse, to keep the business going. This actually should have alerted the "civilizers" of the cleft between what they regarded the function of theater (an institution of art and education) and what the 'common audience' (on all ranks) found (a place for diversion and excitement).
The Hypothesis of Recovery for the Most Part Rejected
The fact that not all variables that were important in the first model return as such in the second, does not need to disturb us. We presented two models. The first explains Y by x1, x2, and x3 (x1 is season, x2 is fractional dynamics, x3 the management dummies). The second explains Y by x4, x5 and x6 (x4 being the season, but slightly different from x1, x5 the dynamics, x6 the supply [End Page 638] dummies). x1 approaches x4; x2 approaches x5, x3 is less extended than x6. One cannot include all factors in one model. This would make it too intricate. The fact that 'price' for instance hardly played a part in our first model, but it did not in our second, is a consequence of the model chosen. We might say, it is 'only' statistical significance, and models are 'just' models. There are hundreds of models for the American GDP, which all claim to be the best. We still deal with interpretations, with constructions of reality-and no model is capable of giving a Solomon's judgement.
There is substantial evidence for a gradual change in quality in the period 1860-1881. This change, however, cannot be explained, apparently, according to the consensus narrative of recovery, which predicted specific supply-audience relations, which we did not find. With respect to the increase of first-rank spectators after 1875, we must also include the effect of external causes which we cannot statistically capture, for instance internal shifts within the theater audience (from opera to drama, from boxes and parquet to balcony and stalls), and of the innovations in the troupe, mise-en-scene, and acting style under the impact of Le Gras. Evidence for a gradual change in quality disappears after 1881, while the outcome of the analysis of the effect of product variables for the period 1887-1916 gives very little support to the recovery hypothesis. On the basis of the figures presented here, the hypothesis of the recovery of the stage, specified as the reconquista of the theater from the rabble by the elite, does not find significant support. Only some repertoire categories point to the predicted cleft of taste between spectators of the first ranks and those of the cheaper ranks, while others directly contradicted the suppositions of theater history. With respect to repertoire preferences of the theater elite, Heijermans had a better insight than Rössing, and the crew of Dutch theater historians followed the wrong opinion leaders. A key question is whether the findings for Rotterdam apply to other cases of claimed elite-mass divisions in the later 19th century.
Why is there such a discrepancy between the critical discourse and the figures? We can only offer some suggestions. First, the ideological content and function of the discourse of the stage should be researched more precisely. Theater criticism was not just theater criticism, it implicitly contained general discussions of the desirable standards of taste and social order as well. Also critics apparently often saw what they wanted to see, and blew up statistically unimportant tendencies to basic structures. As there was a close relation between nineteenth-century critics and twentieth-century theater historians, empirical errors gained a life of their own. Another factor to explain the unexpectedly small effect of classy plays can also be sought in two other directions. First it can be compared with the discourse and facts in present-day Dutch film industry. Opinion leaders and politicians presume that Dutch film is important. It wins subsidies and the attention of the cultural elite, but in fact the cinemas remain relatively empty and the audience, thus, rather select. 49 We cannot test a comparable effect for the stage in the second half of the nineteenth century, but possibly a systematic analysis of reviews and reviewers might give answers. Another probable element involved management's unintentionally 'killing' plays, by repeatedly performing them precisely because they had a good press. To milk dry a play that was found good also had a function in the repertoire system, for although giving plays in runs slowly became a habit after 1865, actors still had to invest much time in [End Page 639] learning new roles. Old gold formed a resting-point in the repertoire, without management's running the risk of being accused that it catered to the rabble. We suspect that Von Kotzebue and Iffland had largely fulfilled such a function in the first half of the century. This can be researched, but not here. This aspect, of course, does not count for original Dutch plays alone.
As noticed above, there is no simple explanation as to why the gradual change of quality could no longer be detected after 1881. It is interesting, though, that as soon as the accommodation was adapted to the standards of the discourse of recovery (a bourgeois temple of the Muses replacing the old 'barn' at the Coolsingel), the long-term effects due to improved quality disappeared. This has perhaps much to do with the structure of the ranks in the new Theater Aert van Nesstraat, which contained far too large first ranks, and admitted the lower-rank audiences through the back door to ranks where acoustics were very unfavorable. Such structural changes affect the correlations between the rank occupation rates drastically, so that it is impossible to compare the outcome of the analysis of the Coolsingel with the Aert van Nesstraat. Perhaps, however, quality got lost from the point of view of the cultural elite, or perhaps the cultural elite lost quality.
From about 1890 onwards, e.g. we notice, also in Rotterdam, a differentiation in the theatrical landscape: smaller ('intimate') venues, like the Tivoli Theater (built 1890) rivaled the Grand Theaters with their 'bourgeois amusement', and styled themselves as 'art theaters'. Art styles, like naturalism, symbolism, etc. differentiated taste in other respects, and did much to format cultural profiles, which Bourdieu came to describe as 'high brow' versus 'middle brow' taste, carried by possessors of cultural capital versus possessors of economic capital: educated and merchant professions drifted apart. The 1894 yearly report of the Kunstkring (Art Circle, founded 1892) makes this very clear when it states about the merchant elite that it only cares for business and that its recreation consists of visits of variety shows, clubs, and the theater only when they play Charley's Aunt or Nervous Women -but surely not when they stage Ibsen! 50 This statement (going hand in hand with a complaint that three quarters of the audience of concerts consisted of women), is a typical 'artist's' view on merchant taste. In fact it was the view of De Vos and Royaards, the central men behind the Tivoli Theater. It is not entirely new, but it gains in impact. It suggests indeed a loss of quality of the cultural elite.
Such a change of taste in the cultural elite is often related to a change in class division. It is, indeed, a commonplace to say that the old class society, which had many traits of the estate-based society of the old regime, developed after about 1860-1870 into a new class society in which new economic activity created new opportunities and new types of wealthy and poor. Since Paul van de Laar's inaugural address on the historical images of the 'commercial town' of Rotterdam, this change has, for Rotterdam, centered on the shift from commerce towards transit trade. 51 The traditional view is that the merchant was replaced by the shipbroker and that this had an immense impact on cultural life. Shipbrokers were vulgar, merchants were educated; the latter cared for the city, the former cared only for the harbor and the money it brought them. It remains to be seen, from our prosopographical analysis of theater goers, whether this view can [End Page 640] be sustained with respect to the theater. Before concluding that the different outcomes of our statistical analyses are explained by this process, it must be kept in mind that this new type of economy, of class society, had not yet altered the huge sense of social inequality, nor diminished the objective income cleft that existed between the highest and the middle classes. In 1910 as in 1860 still about 65 per cent of the population earned less than the tax threshold and though new opportunities were created, and the rich got richer so that the gap between the rich and the middle classes increased rather than decreased in time. There is, hence, no fundamental redress in inequality of wealth that might explain the outcome of our long-memory analysis (1860-1881/87 and 1887-1916). Moreover, the outcomes of the repertoire analyses are not so dramatically different after all for all ranks. All three time series analyses we performed (Tivoli, Coolsingel, Aert van Nesstraat), show an strongly diminished impact of seasonal impact and audience loyalty. Also they all show that the first rank spectators, who were regarded the chief pillars supporting the stage (by far the most coupon and season tickets were sold to first rank spectators), did not support the repertoire they were supposed to support by the cultural gurus, whether newspaper critics or culturally active members of their own class. In fact their taste is largely indeed almost completely blank and the opinion about first rank spectators in the 1894 Art Circle report is, by the way, not supported by our analyses. All three analyses show tendencies going systematically against the suppositions of the experts, be they critics or historians (tragedy, Shakespeare, and so on). All this does not suggest that the macro-changes in the structure of society, taking place from 1870 onwards, were a factor of importance in the (slight) differences in outcomes of the time series analyses.
The analyses also do not suggest that 'elite' and 'popular' taste (or cultural goods) were really opposite. Only in some, ideologically significant, types of drama (some forms of melodrama foremost), we see not only a virulent critical debate, but also a significant difference between the occupation rates of expensive and less expensive ranks. We must, however, recall that this can hardly be considered as a difference between bourgeois and working classes. In fact we see what is at present (at least in the Netherlands) considered to be a 'recent' feature, to wit, that reputedly 'low cultural forms' are dominated by the educated and /or wealthy persons. The extent to which cultural forms in the 19th century, like theater (and even the amusements at the fair) already prove to have been essentially bourgeois and not 'working class', did indeed surprise us, because it shows so vividly the need to do more empirical research in this area in order to test tenaciously repeated historical narratives. Recent research has stressed the impact of the bourgeois (or at least of the highly educated) on most post-World-War-II cultural forms (sport, film, musicals, pop concerts, etc.), which traditionally were deemed 'popular' in the sense of 'working class', and new research into 19th century 'popular' cultural forms, such as the entertainments at the Fair, or the membership of 'popular' theater and musical societies, suggests its bourgeois (middle class) nature. 52 In fact, the question arises, with respect to participation in cultural forms in the Netherlands, where actually we really can find 'the real lower classes'. Here, too, the question is valid for almost all 'civilizing' initiatives in the 19th century. Even the activities of the Society for the [End Page 641] Refinement of Popular Amusements were, about 1900, to a large extent, dominated by middle class persons, often clerks in the firms whose patrons supported this Society financially.
Finally, this analysis, again, draws our attention to the contradictory aspirations of the upper bourgeois class with the theater. In De Leeuwe's terms, the recovery movement was said to aim at reconquering the theater for the bourgeois class. 53 De Leeuwe was keenly aware that this had a political (or ideological) sting it itself, and the battle against melodrama had very much been a battle against class struggle on the stage. Hence, the movement aimed at a more selective repertoire for a more selective audience. In a certain sense it succeeded in this: Le Gras quickly lost pit audience and never succeeded in winning back the galleries, which from about 1835 onwards left the Grand Theater. At the same time, the recovery movement is linked with the civilizing offensive and pictured as the beginning of what was to become the first stage of the debate over state subsidy for the theater in order to bring 'civilized drama' to the lower classes and the provincials (a normal but strange equation). This impulse came from the perceived dangers of the social tensions at the beginning of the 20th century. There was much concern about keeping the low-paid middle-brow intelligentsia (civil servants, schoolmasters, etc.) on board the bourgeois ship, and prevent it from engaging itself with the 'proletarians'. 54 This process can certainly be termed as culturally hegemonic, silently assuming that the forms of amusement which pleased the upper classes were per se ennobling. But like most of these processes of civilizing activity-the Society for the Benefit of the Commonwealth (the 'Nut') is the best example-the Stage League's members suffered from the chasm within its upper bourgeois membership between striving to transform the 'lower classes' to its image and likeness, while avoiding rubbing shoulders with them. The implicit cultural values which legitimated subsidizing the bourgeois stage were formed in the Enlightenment. The process was not successful, but it was not until the late 1960s that its values were challenged and changed in a movement not so much aiming at reconquering the bourgeois stage for the working classes, as benefitting from its subsidies. Indeed, a policy of diversification of state support set in, first, along lines of 'objective class difference'; next along lines of 'innovating artists' and finally along lines of cultural identity as well. The 'modern', centralized view of the blessings of theater became a postmodern, fragmented view, in which the 'grand theaters' were as it were recognized as a force shaping bourgeois identity. The recently established program to forceably stimulate grand-theater going in schools, hence, reminds us that politics at least are still firmly bourgeois.
Appendix 1 The Model for the Long-Memory Time Series Analysis
We have weekly ticket sales data for the seasons 1860-1861 until 1880-1881, concerning performances of Dutch-spoken drama at the Grand Theater in Rotterdam. The ticket sales translate into occupation rates, denoted as z i, t , where i is an index for rank and t for time. We have ticket sales for rank 1 (balcony and stalls), rank 2 (boxes and parquet), pit, gallery (including amphitheater), and the house, hence i runs from 1 to 5. To introduce some symmetry into the data, we apply the following transformation, [End Page 642]
where we take c 1 = 0.05 and c 2 = c 3 = c 4 = c 5 = 0.10, and where log denotes the natural logarithm.
As an additional variable we have q i, t , which denotes the price index for rank i, where we set = 100. We also transform this price index, that is, in the sequel we will use where is the sample mean of log (q i, t ). Next, the three different management boards are represented by 1 -0 dummy variables, denoted as d k, t . More precise, d 1, t is 1 for 1860-1867 and 0 elsewhere, d 2, t is 1 for 1867-1876 and 0 elsewhere, and d 3, t is 1 for 1876-1881 and 0 elsewhere. We use the same management variables for each rank.
As the weekly occupancy rates show signs of seasonality, we introduce a few seasonal variables. These variables are based on a week index j(t) which starts at 1 at the beginning of each theater season and ends at 32 for the last week of each season. There are 7 such seasonal variables. We use the same seasonal variables for each rank, but the effects of the variables are different across ranks. 55 The most suitable model for the present purpose turns out to be an autoregressive model for a possible fractionally integrated time series variable, where we include additional explanatory variables. For further reference we abbreviate this model as ARFI-X. The autoregressive (AR) part of the model should account for possible short-run and seasonal dynamics. The fractional integration (FI) part can take account of long-memory properties of the data. This approach has been introduced in Granger and Joyeux and in Hosking, and there are several recent studies in economics, finance, and political science, where this model class has been successfully applied. 56 The explanatory variables are included in the model in order to make sure that apparent long-memory properties are not due to neglected variables. For example, Bos, Franses and Ooms find that taking account of level shifts (like the management dummies in our case) can reduce the evidence of long-memory. 57 Some preliminary analysis indicated that we should account for autoregressive effects at lags 2 and 32, where 32 corresponds with the observation in the same week in the previous theater season. In time series notation, the ARFI-X model can now be summarized as
where L denotes the familiar backward shift operator defined by Ly t = y t-1 , ε t is an independent and identically distributed normal random variable with mean zero and variance σ To estimate the parameters we use the modified profile likelihood method, proposed in Doornik and Ooms and Doornik. 58 Other asymptotically first order equivalent estimation methods like maximum likelihood gave similar results, and the results are not reported here. The empirical strategy we follow is that we first estimate the parameters of (3) and then subsequently delete insignificant variables. We do, however, always retain the longmemory parameter d, that is, we do not set it equal to 0 even though it can be insignificant. This is simply because this parameter is the focal parameter of our analysis, which is to be interpreted as providing evidence for or against our gradual change hypothesis. Indeed, when d differs from 0, and is also not equal to 1, we have evidence in favor of our hypothesis.
Appendix 2 The Model for the Time Series Analysis of Repertoire Effects
The period from 1860-61 to 1886-87 contains twenty-seven theater seasons. 59 It is fair to suppose that the occupation rates of theater ranks are influenced by the season, for it is reasonable to assume that some parts of the year are more, others less favorable for theater-going. It is also fair to suppose that occupation rates also depend on audience loyalty. Loyalty can be analyzed by including the observations of previous weeks in our model. In short, this means that we made Y t depend on D 1,t , ... D 32, t (variables, which indicate that theater-going may have changed by the week, in which the index '1' corresponds with week 4 and '32' with week 36 (Coolsingel)), and depend on Y t-1 , Y t-2 ...Y t-13 (Coolsingel), variables, which indicate that theater-going in the present week may have depended on that in fore-going weeks, the above-mentioned dynamics, or loyalty. Because we lose thirteen observations by including Y t -13 in our model of the data of the Coolsingel, the parameters are estimated with 729 (736 -13) observations. We also analyzed the contribution of the left-out variables to the model, but these did not to add to the explanation. 60 The data for the Aert van Nesstraat have been modeled along the same lines. 61 Moreover, we may assume that occupation rates are influenced by aspects of the supply, such as special events (first night, benefit), actors, authors, companies, etc. To examine these aspects, our model contains for the Coolsingel 42 '0 or 1 dummy variables' (normally called '0/1 dummies'). These '0/1 dummies' have [End Page 644] the value '1' if a particular feature occurs in a certain week, and '0', if this is not the case. 62 We call these X 1,t to X 42,t . These forty-two '0/1 dummies' have been deduced from the narrative documents of the history of the Rotterdam theater (reviews, essays, play-bills, etc.), they are called 'supply' variables. They include the various managements. For 1860-1887 these were De Vries, 1860-1867; Albregt & Van Ollefen, 1867-1876; Le Gras C.S. I, 1876-1881; Le Gras C.S. II, 1885-1887. The largest group of dummy variables consisted in repertoire categories (authors and plays). 63 For the Aert van Nesstraat, we likewise modeled 59 '0/1 dummies', including as managements Le Gras C.S. II, 1887-1899; Van Eijsden, 1900 Verkade 1915 Verkade -1916 . The specifications of the repertoire dummies will be given in appendix 3. For the Coolsingel they included five dummies for managers, and for the Aert van Nesstraat three. We estimate the values of each variable with respect to a 'constant' (C), a composite variable, made up from several others (including e.g. week 31 and management 1 for the Coolsingel).
The model now is complete, and, in formula-form reads (for the Coolsingel):
in which ε t is a disturbance term, and δ 0 to δ 31 , α 1 , and α 13 , and μ 1 to μ 42 are the unknown parameters. If μ 1 = μ 2 = μ 42 = 0, than δ 0 can be considered as the last week included (early May), and δ 1 to δ 31 show the relative difference of the first week included (week 5, which is early October) to week 35 (which is late April) as compared to early May. We call δ 1 -δ 31 the deterministic season (seasonal influence). If δ 1 = δ 2 = ... δ 31 = 0, than δ 0 would correspond with the effect of 'no relevant or determinable programming'. If the parameters of both groups are significant, it is difficult to interpret δ 0 unambiguously. We estimate the 32 + 8 + 42 = 82 parameters in this model with the ordinary least squares. The estimated residuals are examined for the possibility that (1) should include other weeks to measure the effect of loyalty. For all four ranks, and the house as a whole, this proved to be unnecessary.
Estimating the parameters of (1), it turned out that many did not differ significantly from 0.
Step by step the least significant was eliminated, until we got a final model, containing only variables significant at 5 per cent. On the whole, and different from the time series analysis over the period turned out to be of more significance in the period 1860-1887 (and 1887-1916) than δ 1 to δ 31 or α 1 , α 2 ,...α 13 . The δ 1 to δ 31 parameters can be interpreted as the seasonal influence. The α 1 , α 2 ,... α 13 parameters can be interpreted as the measure of loyalty. This latter entity is, in concreto, given by α 1 + α 2 + ... α 13 . Finally there is the R 2 of (1), which indicates the percentage of explained variance in Y t as explained by the model. The usefulness of the method we followed, lies in that conclusions are based on a current time-series model, which is specified in such a way as to leave little chance to get spurious effects. We, thus, analyze the effect of X 1,t to X 42,t , (the dummy-variables), given that we correct for dynamics ('loyalty') and the seasonal pattern, which is a sensible strategy 
Appendix 3 The 'product varilabes'
Product variables have been selected (a) on the basis of categories employed in reviews and historiography, and (b) on the basis of relevance for the hypothesis to be tested. Hen t is an interplay between 'historically objectivated' criteria and considerations of the researchers. All critics think that a categorization in genre and country is relevant to say something about taste (and class). Both critics and historians group plays and authors. In a few cases we grouped plays or authors ourselves. We indicate that in the description. If not explicitly said, all typifications stem from contemporary Rotterdam critics. 'Civilized' plays are in CAPITALS, rabble plays in italics.
Coolsingel

Ballet2
Critics disliked ballets, since they lacked 'sense' (language).
Hist1
Historical drama often had a melodramatic aspect and was not regarded cultivated drama.
Melo1
'Melodrama' was surely a thing for the rabble. TREURA Tragedy still counted as 'noble' drama. 
